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ABSTRACT (285 words)

Objectives: To describe the regulatory process, variability and challenges faced by
pediatric researchers in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) during the
institutional review board (IRB) process of an international multicenter observational
point prevalence study (Global PARITY).

Design: A 16-question multiple-choice online survey was sent to site principal
investigators (Pls) at PARITY study participating centers to explore characteristics
of the IRB process, costs, and barriers to research approval. A shorter survey was
employed for sites that expressed interest in participating in Global PARITY and
started the approval process, but ultimately did not participate in data collection (non-
participating sites) to assess IRB characteristics.

Subjects: Pls from the Global PARITY Study

Interventions: None.

Results: Ninety-one sites pursued local IRB approval and 46 sites obtained IRB

approval and completed data collection. Forty-six (100 %) participating centers
and 21 (47%) non-participant centers completed the survey. Despite receiving
approval from the study's lead center and being categorized as a minimal risk study,
36 (78%) of the hospitals involved in PARITY study required their own full board
review. There was a significant difference between participating and non-
participating sites in IRB approval of a waiver consent and in the requirement for a
legal review of the protocol. The greatest challenge to research identified by non-
participating sites was a lack of research time and the lack of institutional support.

Conclusions: Global collaborative research is crucial to increase our understanding
of pediatric critical care conditions in hospitals of all resource-levels and IRBs are
required to ensure that this research complies with ethical standards. Critical barriers
restrict research activities in some resource limiting countries. Increasing the
efficiency and accessibility of local IRB review could greatly impact participation of

resource limited sites and enrollment of vulnerable populations.



Introduction

Investigators are increasingly using international multicenter studies to fill
important knowledge gaps in pediatric critical illness (1). The process of conducting
research in humans needs formal institutional approval with participation of
Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) which are tasked to review the study protocol
ensuring that the study is performed according to ethical research standards. After
this review, IRBs decide whether the study can continue as originally planned or if it
needs protocol modifications to ensure protection of research participants (2,3).
However, as this process is far from standardized, wide variation of IRB functioning
has been previously demonstrated in terms of revision, time to protocol approval,
consenting requirements, among others (4,5).

When conducting international studies, the ethical approval process could
become one of the main challenges researchers face, particularly in low- and middle-
income countries (LMICs) where research culture and resources differ from their
high-income country (HICs) counterparts (6). Researchers from LMICs also face
additional hurdles prior to IRB submission as they usually are less experienced in
submitting a study for IRB review and have less support to help with the
administrative process involved (7). As Michelson et al recently demonstrated in an
observational pediatric multicenter study involving more than 100 study sites (80%
from high resource regions), this heterogeneity in regulatory oversight is a time-
consuming process which impacts study participation, eventually provoking trial
drop-out of international researchers (8) . Moreover, the Covid—19 pandemic has
imposed additional challenges on researchers, such as increased site IRB
heterogeneity and complexity introduced by some boards and less rigorous
standards implemented by others (9). To date, the burden of IRB challenges met by
researchers from LMICs remains understudied.

The Global PARITY study (Pediatric Acute cRitical lliness sTudY) was a
prospective, observational, multicenter, multinational point prevalence study
designed to measure the burden of acute pediatric critical illness in LMICs (10). To
better understand IRB related barriers to participating in multinational research

studies in LMICs, we used the Global PARITY as a case study, and explored



challenges related to the process of submission and conducting research that may
have impeded site participation. The primary objective of this study was to evaluate
the characteristics of Global PARITY participating site IRBs and compare

participating to non-participating site characteristics.

Methods
Study Design, Setting and Population
We used the Global PARITY study platform to evaluate the regulatory

processes at each participating site. Global PARITY was an unfunded prospective,
observational, multicenter, multinational point prevalence study conducted in 46
resource-limited hospitals across North, Central, and South America, Africa, the
Middle East; and South Asia. Global PARITY measured the prevalence of pediatric
acute critical illness, associated outcomes and resource utilization at four time points
throughout one year (July 2021-July 2022). One of the pre-planned secondary
studies was the present survey exploring the IRB hurdles encountered during the
research process. Participating research sites for this study were recruited via
established relationships among physician-led pediatric critical care research
networks including the World Federation of Pediatric Intensive & Critical Care
Societies (WFPICCS), the Global Health subgroup of the Pediatric Acute Lung Injury
and Sepsis Investigators (PALISI) Network (www.palisiglobalhealth.org), Red
Colaborativa Pediatrica de Latinoamérica (LARed Network). Global PARITY was
coordinated by the Department of Pediatrics at the University of Maryland and has
been deemed exempt by the University of Maryland (IRB, HP-00086107).

Participating sites were required to obtain local Institutional Review Board (IRB)

approval prior to participation.

Survey Development and Distribution

A subset of Global PARITY investigators and core coordinators with expertise

in multinational pediatric critical care research in LMICs developed 16 multiple-


http://www.palisiglobalhealth.org/

choice and categorical questions. The survey was conducted in English and
Spanish, according to the sites' location and was reviewed by researchers before
being distributed to site principal investigators. We planned to limit the survey to less
than 15 minutes’ completion time. A statement describing survey purpose, length,
and the study investigators was included in the introductory page of the survey. A

consent statement was included in the introduction of the survey.

After survey development, the Principal Investigator (Pl) from each of the 46
participating sites was asked to complete the ethics approval survey after the study's
first two sampling periods, and a follow-up reminder was issued a week later. The
survey was a part of a larger investigation on pediatric acute care infrastructure and
resource availability, which also included demographic information on the participant
sites. An additional shorter survey version was developed for sites that expressed
interest in participating in Global PARITY and started the approval process, but
ultimately did not participate in data collection (non-participating sites) to assess their
IRB characteristics. This shorter survey included a Likert-type scale classifying the
barriers for development of research into five levels (not a barrier; somewhat a
barrier; neutral; moderate barrier; significant barrier), according to how they felt those
barriers might interfere with carrying on research projects. The University of
Maryland's Research Electronic Data Capture (REDCap) tool was used to collect

the data from survey responses (11).

Statistical Analysis

Categorical variables were analyzed using absolute and relative frequencies.
Quantitative variables were described, according to their distribution, using means
or medians and their respective dispersion measurements (standard deviation,
interquartile range or percentiles). Comparison between participant and non-
participant sites were done using t-test, Fisher or Chi-square test according to the

type and distribution of the variable. Results of the Likert scale were described by



calculating the proportion of the institutions within each the level of the barrier.

Analysis was done using R version 4.2.1.(17)

Results

A total of 91 sites pursued local IRB approval. Forty-six sites (50%) were approved
and accepted to collect data. The survey was electronically sent to the principal
investigators of all centers, with response rates of 46/46 (100%) from participating
centers and 21/45 (47%) from non-participant centers for a total of 67 sites. The role
of principal investigators was physician in 57% (N=38) of the surveyed centers, and
75% (N= 51) of the institutions were classified by survey respondents as public
hospitals with university affiliation. Table 1 shows the characteristics of the
institutions and role of the principal investigator in both participating and non-

participant institutions.

Table 1. Characteristics of participant and non-participant institutions

Total (%) Participants Non-participants
n=67 (%) n= 46 (%) n=21

Role of the principal
investigator
Assistant physician 38 (57) 22 (48) 16 (76)
Administrator 8 (12) 3(7) 5 (24)
Clinical or medical 8 (12) 8 (17) 0
officer
Medical intern 6 (9) 6 (13) 0
Resident 6 (9) 6 (13) 0
Medical student 1(1) 1(2) 0
Type of hospital
Public 51 (75) 36 (77) 15 (71)
Private 14 (21) 9 (19) 5 (24)
Both 2 (3) 1(2) 1(5)
Don’t know 1(1) 1(2) 0
University affiliation
Yes 53 (78) 34 (72) 19 (90)
No 15 (22) 13 (28) 2 (10)




Characteristics of IRB process.

Table 2 depicts the characteristics of IRB process for both participant and non-
participant locations. IRB committees met once every one to two months at 56%
(N=37) of sites. The average time needed for a typical research protocol approval
was 35 days (range 19.5 - 71 days) for participating sites and 32 days (range 15.2 -
57.8 days) for non-participant sites. There was no difference in the associated cost
for the IRB process or mandatory translation into the local language between
participant and non-participant sites. Only two non-participant institutions disclosed
the values of the costs of the IRB process, so no numerical cost comparisons could

be done.

IRB characteristics

There was no significant difference between participant and non-participant sites in
terms of full IRB review requirements for study protocol approval, but there was a
significant difference between whether the IRB authorized a waiver of consent (82%
vs. 47%, respectively, p=0.015). There was also a significant difference in the
requirement for a legal review of the protocol; participating sites required a legal
review less frequently than non-participating sites (24% vs. 52%, respectively, p =
0.021). Other IRB requirements did not vary significantly between participating and
non-participating sites (Table 3).

Table 2. Characteristics of the Ethics Committee / IRB process

Characteristics of IRB Total (%) Participants Non P value No

process (%) participants data*
(%)

Days for ethics approval | 35 (17 — 66) 35(19.5-71) | 32(15.2 - 23

(n=45, Me (IQR)) 57.8)

Frequency of ethics committee review (n=66) 0.016 2

Weekly | 14 (21) | 10 (22) | 4 (20)




Every 1 — 2 months 37 (56) 24 (52) 13 (65)
Every 3 — 6 months 6(9) 6 (13) 0
> 6 months 9 (14) 6 (13) 3 (15)
Costs associated with IRB (n = 66) 0.2 2
Yes 14 (21) 12 (27) 2 (10)
No 52 (79) 33 (73) 19 (90)
Translation into local language mandatory (n=68) 0.4
Yes 31 (46) 23 (49) 8 (38)
No 37 (54) 24 (51) 13 (62)
Professional translation requirement (n=29) 0.4 2
Yes 7 (24) 4 (19) 3 (37.5)
No 22 (76) 17 (81) 5 (62.5)
Table 3. IRB characteristics for all the sites.
Total (%) Participants Non Pvalue | No
IRB functioning (%) participants data*
(%)
Full board review to grant approval (n=62) 0.5 6
Yes 47 (76) 36 (78) 11 (69)
No 15 (24) 10 (22) 5(31)
IRB approval of waived consent (n=60) 0.015 8
Yes 44 (73) 37 (82) 7 (47)
No 16 (27) 8 (18) 8 (53)
Data Sharing agreement (DTA) requirement (n=65) 0.2 3
Yes 15 (23) 8 (18) 7 (33)
No 50 (77) 36 (82) 14 (67)
Approval from a separate institution, without local review (n=68) 0.7
Yes 12 (18) 9 (19) 3 (14)
No 56 (82) 38 (81) 18 (86)
Legal review of protocol (n=67) 0.021 1
Yes 22 (33) 11 (24) 11 (52)
No 45 (67) 35 (76) 10 (48)

* Different sample sizes are found for some variables due to missing data,

Characteristics of the IRB in non-participant sites

Table 4 provides a detailed analysis of the characteristics, barriers, and opportunities

to participate in research for non-participating sites. Seventy-one percent of the non-




participating sites (N=15) reported having previously participated in multicenter
research studies; however 95% (N = 19) reported not having protected time, 71%
(N=15) not receiving institutional support for research. Furthermore, 63% (N=14)
indicated a lack of research-trained investigators (epidemiologist, statistics). Sixty-
two percent (n=13) of those questioned about the advantages of undertaking

research for academic or institutional purposes did not mention any advantages.

Table 4. Characteristics of the research process in non-participating sites
Non participants (%)

n=21
Benefit/advantage of doing research*
Economic 2 (10)
Time for research 2 (10)
Academic 9 (43)
None 13 (62)
Protected time to research
Yes 1(5)
No 19 (95)
Availability of Support for research (epidemiologist,
writing manuscripts, translation)
Yes 6 (29)
No 15 (71)
Previous participation in research
Yes 15 (71)
No 6 (29)
Previous participation in multicenter multinational
research
Yes 13 (62)
No 8 (38)
If so, did this result in a publication?
Yes 14 (88)
No 1(12)
Additional research training
Yes 7 (33)
No 14 (63)

*More than one option could be selected **One institution did not report data

The barriers to research participation, as indicated by the non-participating sites, are
depicted in Figure 1. The greatest challenge was a lack of research time, which 57%
of respondents rated as a moderate to major obstacle, and the lack of institutional

support. The absence of institutional funding for research, the challenge of collecting



data, and the availability of staff to help with data collecting were other significant
obstacles. Legal restrictions and access to technology for research collaboration

were not seen as significant barriers.

Figure 1. Barrier levels for research participation among non-participant institutions

Discussion

This study evaluated characteristics of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) process
in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) in the context of approving the Global
PARITY, a multicenter minimal risk study. We identified significant barriers to
participating in international multicenter research studies. These findings represent
an important first step to help overcome these barriers and to increase the
participation of resource-limited centers in future studies, and thus improve the

outcomes in resource limited settings.

One key observation was that, despite receiving approval from the study's lead
center and being categorized as a minimal risk study, most of the hospitals involved
in this study required their own full board review. This result is consistent with earlier
international research projects, including the sepsis prevalence, outcomes, and
therapies study (SPROUT), wich demonstrated comparable findings in resource-
limited settings (8) regarding barriers and challenges for IRB approval. These
barriers could contribute to the difference in sepsis outcomes between institutions
from HICs and LMICs. Global collaborative research is crucial for enhancing our
understanding of relevant critical pediatric care conditions like sepsis (12) and
pediatric acute respiratory distress syndrome (13), in hospitals of all resource-levels
(14). The process of evaluating approaches, resources and outcomes in resource
limited centers is a first step in the elaboration of strategies to improve outcomes

and reduce disparities. The differences of population characteristics, prevalence of



diseases and centers’ resources and the proposal of strategies suited to local

setting, make this research relevant for populations in low-resource settings (15).

Our study examined the difficulties experienced by non-participating sites, identifying
time limits, funding shortages, and a shortage of research workers as major
obstacles, combined with a considerable lack of institutional support (62%) and
protected institutional time for research. Another important finding was the absence
of formal research training, which represents a barrier to research, especially to
analyze local data with the aim to evaluate the performance in resource limited

populations.

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) is a crucial component of research because it
protects study participants and maintains ethical standards (2). However, obstacles
encountered with regional IRBs or ethics committees have limited the involvement
of some sites in multicenter trials, thus limiting the benefits of such research to
patients in those settings. These difficulties make it less likely for centers to
participate in multicenter research, which involves gathering data as well as
attending meetings and working together on collaborative writing projects.
Furthermore, language barriers may provide serious challenges for international

research collaborations (6,16).

The strengths of this study include its focus on countries with limited resources,
where exploring critical care conditions in children is especially valuable. These
conditions may be influenced by resource availability, geographical location, and
other contextual elements. To encourage greater participation of resource-limited
centers, it may be beneficial to establish a simpler or standardized research
involvement process and address language barriers. Centralized IRBs could also

streamline the approval process.

This study has several limitations. Although the Global PARITY was international,

there was overrepresentation of centers in Latin America (43%) (10). Our findings



of barriers to research may not fully reflect conditions in other resource-limited
settings with different characteristics, such as language and time frame. Additionally,
the Global PARITY study was a point prevalence study, and our findings may not
describe all barriers faced in other types of study designs. Further research could

explore additional barriers and potential solutions in other study types and settings.

Conclusion

Global collaborative research is essential, and IRBs are critical to ensure that this
research complies with ethical standards, but the benefits of this kind of research
may be constrained by obstacles to IRB approval. Critical barriers to study site
participation were absence of institutional support for research, which coexisted with
staffing shortages, restricted protected research time, financial assistance, and
inadequate training, which are modifiable factors. These barriers restrict research
activities in some resource limiting countries. Increasing the efficiency and
accessibility of local IRB review could greatly impact participation of resource limited

sites and enroliment of vulnerable populations.
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